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Report  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


The  National  Association  of  Counties  submits  this  report  in  fulfillment 
of  Purchase  Order  No.  08-551-120.  This  purchase  order  was  for  assistance  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the  development  and  evaluation  of  cooperative 
program  procedures  with  the  local  governments  of  the  West. 

The  passage  in  the  Fall  of  1964  of  three  major  and  important  public  land 
laws,  the  Public  Land  Sale  Act  of  September  19,  1964  (78  Stat.  988;  Public  Law 
88-608);  the  Classification  and  Multiple-Use  Act  of  September  19,  1964  (78  Stat. 
986;  Public  Law  88-607);  and  the  Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission  Act  (78  Stat. 
982;  43  U.S.C.  1391)  brought  renewed  attention  to  the  public  land  management 
policies . 

The  state  and  local  levels  of  government  strongly  supported  the  emphasis 
which  was  implicit  within  these  public  land  laws.  These  Congressional  implica¬ 
tions  call  for  a  greater  degree  of  activie  participation  by  the  various  levels 
of  government  -  Federal,  state  and  local  -  with  respect  to  the  use  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Federal  public  lands.  This  intergovernmental  relationship  will  be 
a  major  problem  to  be  studied  by  the  Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission. 

Section  II  of  the  Public  Land  Sale  Act,  in  particular,  carries  a  significant 
responsibility  for  both  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  all  Western  local  govern¬ 
ments.  This  Section  states:  "No  sale  shall  be  conducted  under  the  authority  of 
this  Act,  until  zoning  regulations  have  been  enacted  by  the  appropriate  local 
authority." 

In  response  to  the  challenges  offered  under  these  major  new  public  land 
laws  and  in  fulfillment  of  the  contract  provisions  of  this  purchase  order,  the 
National  Association  of  Counties,  working  in  close  cooperation  with  the  pro¬ 
fessional  staff  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  identified  ten  counties  through¬ 
out  the  Western  part  of  the  United  States  to  serve  as  pilot  or  prototype  areas. 
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In  identifying  the  prototype  counties,  NACO  and  BLM  sought: 

a.  Counties  which  have  already  developed  a  fairly 
comprehensive  local  planning  program. 

b.  Counties  which  have  done  little  or  no  local 
planning  to  date. 

c.  Counties  that  would  provide  a  stimulant  to  other 
areas  within  the  state  that  might  otherwise  be 
naturally  reluctant  to  try  new  ideas. 

The  following  counties  were  jointly  identified: 

San  Bernardino  County.  California 

This  county  is  an  example  of  an  area  with  an  on-going  program  of  effective 
cooperation  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  county  planning  group, 
and  the  county  governing  board.  In  addition,  the  county,  which  has  a  large 
public  land  acreage,  faces  expansion  pressures.  Much  of  the  public  land  is 
in  the  path  of  the  immediate  expansion. 

Modoc  County.  California 

This  rural  county  in  the  Northern  part  of  California  had  recently  estab¬ 
lished  a  County  Planning  Commission.  In  addition,  the  county  contains  large 
acreages  of  both  BLM  land  and  national  forest  lands. 

Clark  County.  Nevada 

As  one  of  the  Nation's  most  rapidly  expanding  urban  counties,  this  area 
offered  a  unique  opportunity  to  study  the  inter-relationships  among  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  the  county  government  and  several  municipal  jurisdictions. 
The  future  of  each  of  these  political  jurisdictions  directly  depends  upon  the 
future  decisions  regarding  the  surrounding  public  lands. 

Jefferson.  Deschutes.  Crook,  and  Wheeler  Counties.  Oregon 

This  four-county  area  includes  a  rapidly  expanding  agricultural  economy 
as  well  as  for  providing  broad  winter  and  summer  recreation  opportunities. 
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As  a  multi-county  area,  it  offered  an  opportunity  to  investigate  the  multi- 
jurisdictional  approach  to  planning  by  county,  municipal,  and  state  governments. 

Sublette  County,  Wyoming 

With  under  4,000  population  and  over  2  million  acres  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  this  rural  county 
provides  a  land  ownership  pattern  which  is  similar  to  many  other  rural  areas  of 
the  West. 

Valley  County,  Montana 

This  rural  county,  which  had  not  previously  been  involved  in  countywide 
planning,  contains  over  1  million  acres  of  public  lands.  All  of  this  public 
land  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  since  no  other 
Federal  agency  has  major  land  holdings  within  the  county's  boundaries. 

Montrose  County.  Colorado 

This  county  is  an  example  of  a  rural  area  where  the  County  Commissioners, 
in  prior  years,  were  unsuccessful  in  their  attempts  to  enact  a  countywide 
planning  program,  because  of  severe  public  resistance  to  the  planning  concept. 

NACO-BLM  Field  Trips 

To  assist  the  Bureau  in  the  development  and  evaluation  of  existing  cooperative 
programs,  NACO-BLM  teams  visited  and  met  with  local  government  representatives 
within  the  following  areas: 

Field  Trip  No.  1  -  Valley  County,  Montana,  Board  of  Commissioners  and 

individual  representatives  of  numerous  county  govern¬ 
ments  within  the  State  of  Montana;  a  member  of  the 
Montrose  County,  Colorado,  Board  of  Commissioners  and 
selected  representatives  of  the  county  governments  on 
the  Western  slope  of  Colorado;  and  individual  counties, 
and  the  State  University,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin. 


-  4  - 

Field  Trip  No.  2  -  Meeting  with  members  of  the  State  staff  of  the  Bureau 

of  Land  Management  in  Sacramento,  California,  the 
Director  of  the  State  Office  of  Planning  for  the  State 
of  California,  and  staff  representatives  of  the  County 
Supervisors  Association  of  California;  the  Director  of 
the  California  League  of  Cities  in  Berkeley,  California, 
representatives  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Govern¬ 
ments,  and  with  the  Western  Region  Director  of  the  Urban 
-  Renewal  Administration  in  San  Francisco;  meeting  with  the 

District  staff  of  the  Riverside  County,  California,  Board 
of  Supervisors,  and  the  Riverside  County  Planning  Depart¬ 
ment;  and  a  joint  meeting  among  the  Clark  County,  Nevada, 
Board  of  Commissioners'  Planning  Department,  the  BLM 
District  Office,  and  the  Cities  of  North  Las  Vegas, 

Las  Vegas,  and  Henderson,  Nevada. 

Field  Trip  No.  3  -  Valley  County,  Montana,  visit  with  the  Board  of  County 

Commissioners,  and  the  BLM  District  Manager;  a 
representative  of  the  Sublette  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  and  selected  representatives  of  county 
governments  throughout  the  State  of  Wyoming;  the  Public 
Land  Committee,  which  is  composed  of  County  Commissioners 
whose  jurisdictions  encompass  public  lands,  from  the  Utah 
State  Association  of  Counties;  California  State  Department 
of  Resources;  Modoc  County,  California  Board  of  Super¬ 
visors  and  the  County  Planning  Commission;  representatives 
of  the  Lassen  County,  California,  Board  of  Supervisors; 
and  with  the  County  Manager  and  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  of  Washoe  County,  Nevada. 

Field  Trip  No.  4  -  Montrose  County,  Colorado,  to  meet  with  representatives 

of  the  Western  slopes  of  Colorado  and  the  newly-elected 
members  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners. 

Emerging  from  an  evaluation  of  the  reactions  received  during  these  extensive 
field  trips  and  numerous  personal  contacts  with  individual  Western  county  officials, 
are  the  following  observations  of  the  National  Association  of  Counties: 

Observations 


a.  Within  the  areas  visited,  we  noted,  without  exception,  enthusiastic 
expressions  of  a  willingness  by  the  county  and  municipal  leaders  to  develop 
countywide  planning  programs  and  to  implement  them  with  appropriate  zoning 
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regulations  in  keeping  with  their  area's  local  traditions.  This  statement 
may  appear,  on  the  surface,  to  contradict  the  popular  conception  regarding 
rural  thinking  about  planning.  That  conception  states  that  rural  county 
governing  leaders  are  not  convinced  that  they  need  to  engage  in  the  planning 

j 

process.  Initially,  we  found  this  attitude  to  be  prevalent  within  the  rural 

•j 

counties  that  were  visited.  After  explaining  the  purposes  and  objectives  of 
the  newly  enacted  public  land  laws  and  their  long-range  implications  for 
local  governments,  we  heard  time  and  again  an  expression  of  genuine  desire, 
by  the  elected  leaders  of  the  cities  and  counties  concerned,  to  develop 
effective  planning  and  zoning  programs.  While  these  oral  expressions  of 
a  willingness  by  the  county  and  municipal  governing  officials  to  accept  their 
full  responsibilities  in  the  field  of  planning  were  readily  apparent,  rural 
county  leaders  indicated  a  universal  lack  of  information  on  how  to  proceed, 
where  to  get  more  information,  with  whom  they  should  work,  and  what  was 
required  of  them. 

b.  In  each  of  the  counties  there  was  an  expressed  willingness  to  work 

cooperatively  and  closely  with  local  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  These  elected  leaders  repeatedly  expressed  a  desire  to  meet 
and  discuss  mutual  problems  with  local  BLM  personnel  on  a  periodic  basis 
and  to  seek  cooperative  solutions  to  mutual  problems  such  as  road  con¬ 
i'  struction  and  maintenance,  fire  protection,  recreation  programs,  sanitation, 

and  most  particularly  an  interest  in  the  management  policies  concerning  the 

% 

public  lands.  This  interest  was  balanced  by  an  attitude  of  suspicion  which 
has  been  generated,  rightly  or  wrongly,  by  half-hearted  attempts  at  "coopera¬ 
tive  relations"  in  the  past  by  representatives  of  the  Federal  land  owning 
agenc ies . 
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c.  The  National  Association  of  Counties  was  very  much  impressed  by  the 

professional  calibre  of  the  personnel  in  the  district,  state  and  central 
BIM  offices.  Their  willingness  to  go  more  than  half  the  way  in  order  to 
make  contact  with  local  government  officials  and  to  assist  them  in  solving 
mutual  problems  provide  the  needed  foundation  for  achieving  the  long-range 
objectives  of  this  imaginative  application  of  President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson's 
concept  of  "Creative  Federalism."  This  cooperative  attitude  was  seen  not 
only  among  the  senior  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  but  also 
among  those  at  the  junior  management  level. 

Recommendations 

The  National  Association  of  Counties  can  report,  as  noted  in  the  observa¬ 
tions  listed  above  and  as  a  direct  result  of  these  four  field  trips,  a  ground- 
swell  of  genuine  enthusiasm  for  comprehensive  countywide  planning  and  a  willing¬ 
ness  to  closely  cooperate  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  attitude  of 
the  local  BLM  personnel  in  the  pilot  counties  is  conducive  for  achieving  these 
objectives. 

One  dominant  fact  overrides  the  following  recommendations.  Development  of 
a  practical  comprehensive  county  plan,  which  is  to  be  followed  by  enforceable 
zoning  regulations,  can  only  be  developed  over  a  period  of  time.  This  "time  lag" 
must  be  frankly  recognized  from  the  outset.  Nonetheless,  this  "time  lag"  should 
not  be  utilized  as  an  escape  mechanism  when  the  BLM  is  confronted  with  the 
frustrations  which  will  be  encountered  in  dealing  with  many  rural  Western 
counties.  This  fact  will  be  especially  apparent  in  counties  which  are  entering 
the  planning  and  zoning  field  for  the  first  time. 

To  beneficially  utilize  this  "time  lag,"  as  well  as  to  achieve  the  goal  of 
establishing  effective  cooperative  program  procedures  between  the  BLM  and  the 
local  governments  of  the  West,  the  National  Association  of  Counties  submits 


the  following  recommendations: 


Emphasis  should  be  continued  by  the  BLM  upon  the  prototype  counties 

as  models  for  further  encouraging  effective  programs  of  close  cooperation . 

The  prototype  counties  should  serve  as  a  measure  of  what  can  be  done  and 
how  these  goals  can  be  achieved.  The  prototype  county  concept  should  not 
be  a  substitute  for  stimulating  effective  cooperative  programs  within  other 
counties  throughout  the  West. 

The  prototype  county  concept  should  be  extended  to  include  a  county 

in  each  of  the  remaining  five  Western  state  which  contain  county  govern¬ 

ments.  We  suggest  that  the  following  counties  be  added  to  the  existing 
list  of  pilot  or  portotype  counties:  Mohave  County,  Arizona;  Bernalillo 
County,  New  Mexico;  Ada  County,  Idaho;  Washington  County,  Utah;  and  Yakima 
County,  Washington. 

Local  BUI  personnel  should  meet  at  least  once  a  year  with  each  of  the 

county  governing  boards  within  their  jurisdiction;  even  if  it  is  necessary 

for  them  to  initiate  this  meeting.  During  this  session,  local  BLM  personnel 
should  outline  their  responsibilities  within  the  county,  indicate  the  types 
of  services  that  they  can  provide  to  the  county  government,  outline  the 
progress  of  their  program  to  date,  and  discuss  their  plans  for  the  future. 

We  suggest  that  an  appropriate  time  for  these  annual  meeting  would  be 
shortly  after  the  annual  organization  meeting  of  the  Board.  BLM  officials 
should  initially  bring  to  these  meetings  specific  items.  These  should  not 
be  in  the  form  of  dramatic  or  bold  program  changes  but  ideas  which  can  be 
implemented  by  a  simple  understanding  or  even  a  handshake. 

The  State  Manager  and  appropriate  members  of  his  staff  should  be  en- 
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couraged  and  directed  to  attend  the  annual  conference  of  the  state  asso¬ 

ciation  of  counties.  These  state  meetings  provide  an  invaluable  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  anticipate  emerging  problem  areas,  to  identify  county  leaders 
in  the  state  and  to  informally  discuss  the  Bureau's  statewide  program 
objectives . 

e .  As  "hard  evidence"  of  the  Bureau's  willingness  and  commitment  to 
work  closely  with  the  elected  leaders  of  the  local  governments  of  the 

West,  existing  cooperative  program  areas  should  be  continued  and  expanded. 

In  areas  where  none  exist,  cooperative  programs  should  be  initiated.  Examples 
of  specific  cooperative  programs  include:  joint  fire  protection  programs, 
road  construction  and  maintenance  agreements,  inter-governmental  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  development  of  recreational  facilities,  providing  sanitation 
facilities,  and  similar  programs  which  can  be  jointly  or  cooperatively 
administered . 

f .  Continued  emphasis  from  the  Director's  office  must  be  provided  in  order 
to  encourage  the  transfer  of  public  lands  into  private  ownership  when  they 

are  required  for  the  orderly  development  of  Western  communities.  This 

emphasis  is  needed  to  overcome  the  traditional  reluctance  of  state  and 
district  BLM  managers  when  they  act  upon  land-use  applications.  Positive 
action  by  the  BLM  managers  in  transferring  lands  which  are  critically  needed 
for  community  development  will  provide  the  greatest  possible  stimulant  to 
the  development  of  comprehensive  and  effective  countywide  planning  and  zoning 
in  all  jurisdictions  of  the  West.  We  recognize  that  only  a  small  percentage 
of  the  BLM-administered  public  land  acreage  will  be  transferred  into  private 
ownership.  Nonetheless,  we  strongly  recommend  that  where  public  lands  will 
materially  assist  in  meeting  the  urban  challenges  of  Western  communities,  the 
appropriate  BLM  manager  be  encouraged  to  dispose  of  these  public  lands. 
Disposal,  of  course,  should  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  local  planning 
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and  zoning  objectives  of  the  communities  concerned. 

g .  The  concept  of  a  Federal-State-Local  cooperative  approach  will  be 
successful  in  direct  proportion  to  the  speed  with  which  enthusiasm  for 

this  approach  can  be  translated  into  specific  and  on-going  programs. 

Review  of  the  actions  taken  at  the  local  level  is  commendable  only 
when  it  will  refine  the  policy  and  not  when  it  retards  that  action 
through  the  delay  and  confusion  of  ambiguous  language.  Clear-cut  and 
easily  understandable  policy  guidelines  are  a  key  step  in  obtaining  local 
cooperation  for  BLM  programs. 

h .  Finally,  we  recommend  the  development  of  a  policy  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  maximum  flexibility  and  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  BLM  district 
manager  to  make  and  implement  decisions  which  are  obviously  local  in 

character .  One  tangible  area  where  this  latitude  can  and  should  be  more 
widely  exercised  is  in  the  development  of  specific  cooperative  management 
programs  with  the  appropriate  local  governments. 

Conclusion 

These  eight  recommendations  provide  basic  and  workable  guidelines  for  the 
development  of  an  effective  cooperative  program  with  local  governments. 


; 


The  National  Association  of  Counties  appreciated  this  opportunity  to  work 
cooperatively  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  professional  staff  in  the 
development  of  the  pilot  county  program.  This  experience  has  resulted  in  a  formal 
mechanism  for  developing  a  greater  awareness  by  county  governing  boards  of  the 
fundamental  problems  confronting  BLM  personnel  and  reciprocally  by  the  BLM 
personnel  of  the  practical  problems  confronting  the  elected  and  appointed 


local  policy  makers. 
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